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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


MAP-21 Targets Gun Rights 
and More 

S.1813, the "Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act" 
(MAP-21), approved by the U.S. 
Senate, is now enroute to the House. 
The 1,676-page measure has been 
considered controversial for a variety of 
its provisions. 

The first of two specific 
attacks on gun ownership, on page 
1323, states: The Secretary [of 
Transportation] may modify, suspend, 
or terminate a special permit or 
approval if the Secretary determines 
that — (1) the person who was granted 
the special permit or approval has 
violated the special permit or approval 
or the regulations issued under this 
chapter in a manner that demonstrates 
that the person is not fit to conduct the 
activity authorized by the special permit 
or approval; or (2) the special permit or 
approval is unsafe. 

This has raised concerns 
that the Secretary could revoke permits 
to transport guns and ammunition in all 
realms of transportation. 

MAP-2Ts second attack on 
gun rights is subtle. It permits the IRS 
to confiscate the passport of any 
person believed to owe more than 
$50,000 in taxes. Such citizens would 
be placed in a national database as 
"prohibited persons," who would then 
be automatically flagged if they applied 
for a passport. 

As noted by The Examiner: 
Critics say that the government could 
easily use such lists to deny Second 
Amendment rights to those who find 
themselves on the lists. 

For example, those who are 
placed on the "no-fly list" are also 
added to another list, as potential 
domestic terrorists. Once on that list, 
those individuals are no longer allowed 


to have any guns. President Obama's 
former Chief of Staff, Rahm Emanuel, 
stated "If you are known as maybe a 
possible terrorist, you cannot buy a 
handgun in America." 

Sponsored by Senators 
Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), Max Baucus 
(D-Mont.), James Inhofe (R-Okla.), and 
David Vitter (R-La), MAP-21 includes a 
variety of other provisions that inspire 
fear in liberty-minded individuals. 

Section 31406 calls for 
"Mandatory Event Data Recorders" (or 
so-called black boxes) to be installed in 
new vehicles and mandates penalties 
for individuals who fail to comply. 

"[T]he Secretary shall... 
require, beginning with model year 
2015, that new passenger motor 
vehicles sold in the United States be 
equipped with an event data recorder," 
states the bill. 

But some contend that the 
black boxes permit the government to 
have total access to one's 
transportation habits and whereabouts. 
The National Motorists Association 
asserts that "there is no rational or 
scientific need nor justification to equip 
tens of millions of vehicles on a 
perpetual basis with black boxes." 

In an April 19 interview on 
Fox News, Judge Andrew Napolitano 
addressed the unconstitutionality of the 
black box provision. 

"Well it's interesting that 
congress would try to do this because 
the police in the District of Columbia 
and Maryland did this not too long ago, 
where they put GPS devices in peoples 
cars without search warrants and the 
Supreme Court invalidated it," 
explained Napolitano. 

He continued, "Saying it 
was an unlawful search, that quite 
frankly, it's none of the governments 
business where the car is going and if 


the police want to know where the car 
is going, there has to be some 
evidence of criminality and they have to 
get a search warrant." 

The bill also includes a 
provision to develop technology to 
"detect drug-impaired" drivers and the 
development of similar devices that 
measure alcohol concentration in the 
body while in the vehicle. 

Critics point to the passport 
provision of the bill as entirely un- 
American. 

But according to Timothy 
Meyer, a constitutional law professor at 
the University of Georgia, such a 
provision would likely be upheld in 
court. 

"Courts have upheld 
statutes calling for the revocation and 
denial of passports to those in arrears 
of child support payments," he 
explains. "In part, because the child 
support payments can be contested." 

Because there are already 
laws in place that limit a person's right 
to travel, Meyer contends that the bill is 
legal. 

Constitutional attorney 
Angel Reyes believes the passport 
provision is an unconstitutional one. 

"It takes away your right to 
enter or exit the country based upon a 
non-judicial IRS determination that you 
owe taxes," Reyes told FOX Business. 
"It's a scary thought that our 
congressional representatives want to 
give the IRS the power to detain US 
citizens over taxes, which could very 
well be in dispute." 

— thenewamerican.com April 25, 2012 

25 Years Murder-Free in “Gun 
Town USA” 

A notable anniversary 
passed last month [March 2007] in a 
Georgia town that witnessed a dramatic 







plunge in crime and violence after 
mandating residents to own firearms. 

In March 1982, 25 years 
ago, the small town of Kennesaw - 
responding to a handgun ban in Morton 
Grove, III. - unanimously passed an 
ordinance requiring each head of 
household to own and maintain a gun. 
Since then, despite dire predictions of 
"Wild West" showdowns and increased 
violence and accidents, not a single 
resident has been involved in a fatal 
shooting - as a victim, attacker or 
defender. 

The crime rate initially 
plummeted for several years after the 
passage of the ordinance, with the 
2005 per capita crime rate actually 
significantly lower than it was in 1981, 
the year before passage of the law. 

Prior to enactment of the 
law, Kennesaw had a population of just 
5,242 but a crime rate significantly 
higher (4,332 per 100,000) than the 
national average (3,899 per 100,000). 
The latest statistics available - for the 
year 2005 - show the rate at 2,027 per 
100,000. Meanwhile, the population 
has skyrocketed to 28,189. 

By comparison, the 
population of Morton Grove, the first 
city in Illinois to adopt a gun ban for 
anyone other than police officers, has 
actually dropped slightly and stands at 
22,202, according to 2005 statistics. 
More significantly, perhaps, the city's 
crime rate increased by 15.7 percent 
immediately after the gun ban, even 
though the overall crime rate in Cook 
County rose only 3 percent. Today, by 
comparison, the township's crime rate 
stands at 2,268 per 100,000. 

- WorldNetDaily.com 04/19/2007 

IRS: Ignore “no trespassing” 
signs 

In a memo to staff, the Service 
says they shouldn’t presume that such a 
sign bars them from approaching the 
front door of a home, especially if the 
front porch is accessible. If the home is 
fenced in, collectors should consider 
having a special agent go along. 

-- KiplingerTax Letter, May 11,2012 

Jury nullification is legal, 
judge rules 

By J.D. Hayes 

Jury nullification, a legal 
concept that dates back to 17th century 
England, remains perfectly lawful in the 
U.S. 

U.S. District Court Judge 
Kimba Wood said 80-year-old Julian 
Heicklen, who was arrested for passing 
out pamphlets from the Fully Informed 
Jury Association to an undercover FBI 


agent, was within his legal rights under 
law to do so. Prosecutors had argued 
that U.S. law prohibits influencing jurors 
through written communication. 

"Heicklen advocates 

passionately for the right of jurors to 
determine the law as well as the facts," 
Wood wrote. "The pamphlets state that 
a juror has not just the responsibility to 
determine the facts of a case before her 
on the basis of the evidence presented, 
but also the power to determine the law 
according to her conscience." 

Wood noted that Title 18 USC 
1504 prevents trying to influence a juror 
in relation to a specific cases or point of 
law. Heicklen was not doing that, Wood 
said. 

"The statute prohibits a 
defendant from trying to influence a 
juror's actions or decisions pertaining to 
that juror's duties, but only if the 
defendant made that communication in 
relation to a case or point in dispute 
before that juror," the order continues. 
"The statute therefore squarely 
criminalizes efforts to influence the 
outcome of a case, but exempts the 
broad categories of journalistic, 
academic, political, and other writings 
that discuss the roles and 
responsibilities of jurors in general." 

The concept of jury nullification 
is that jurors should be able to not only 
decide whether a defendant violated the 
law, but whether the law itself is just and 
proper. Another way to describe the 
process is that it's a constitutional 
doctrine allowing juries to acquit 
defendants who are technically guilty of 
a crime on the books but who juries 
don't feel deserve to be punished. In 
essence, the jury is saying the law is 
unfair or unjust. 

Heicklen was informing juries 
outside a federal courthouse in 
Manhattan, from October 2009 to May 
2010, that they were under no obligation 
to find defendants guilty of laws they 
didn't feel were just or proper. 

In his dialogue with the 
undercover agent who posed as a juror, 
Heicklen said the pamphlet he was 
handing out was just general information 
regarding the nullification process. 

"The jury has the right to judge 
the law as well as the facts. The judge 
will tell you otherwise, but there are 
several Supreme Court decisions which 
said that was true. In other words, if you 
think the law is unjust you can find a 
person innocent," he said, according to 
a transcript of the conversation released 
by the court. 

Prosecutors argued that 
"advocacy of jury nullification, directed 
as it is to jurors, would be both criminal 


and without Constitutional protections 
no matter where it occurred." 

"His speech is not protected by 
the First Amendment," they added. "No 
legal system could long survive if it gave 
every individual the option of 
disregarding with impunity any law 
which by his personal standard was 
judged morally untenable," they said. 

Prosecutors were seeking six 
months in jail. They didn’t get it. 

- www.naturalnew.com May 8, 2012, 
based on articles in courthousnews.com 
and www.nyt.com 

Stand Your Ground makes 
sense 

By John Lott 

Call them what you will: 
"Stand Your Ground" or "Castle 
Doctrine" laws. Mayor Bloomberg and 
members of Congress, speaking on the 
House floor, go so far as to label them 
"shoot first" laws. 

This is a gross exaggeration 

- a slander, in fact, against legislation 
designed to reform a flaw in our 
treatment of self-defense. Earlier 
statutes affirmatively required potential 
victims to retreat as much as possible 
before using deadly force to protect 
themselves, sometimes putting their 
lives in jeopardy. 

The supposedly infamous 
laws passed in Florida and elsewhere, 
in contrast, use a "reasonable person" 
standard for determining when it is 
proper to defend oneself -- requiring 
that a reasonable person would believe 
that another individual intends to inflict 
serious bodily harm or death on them. 

Pundits who've had a field 
day ripping apart Stand Your Ground 
laws repeatedly fail to mention that 
crucial "reasonable person" standard. 
The wild speculation that the laws give 
broad license for vigilantes to go 
around recklessly shooting people are 
a totally irresponsible caricature. 
Ultimately, it is judges or jurors who 
determine what constitutes a 
reasonable fear under such a law, not 
the person who fires the gun. 

A few examples: Under a 
Stand Your Ground law, you can't 
shoot a fleeing criminal in the back. 
You can't provoke an attack. You can't 
use unnecessary force to stop an 
attack. Anyone who thinks that the law 
lets them "shoot first, ask questions 
later" will end up jail. 

The media have also been 
busy painting a picture that an 
epidemic of justifiable homicides has 
erupted since these laws have passed. 
The Wall Street Journal ran a story 
suggesting that an increase in 




justifiable homicides nationwide from 
176 in 2000 to 326 in 2010 arose from 
a "shoot first" mentality. 

But part of that increase is 
because the laws have reclassified 
what is considered "self-defense," not 
because more people are being shot. 

In addition, the numbers for 
2000 (and 2005) are artificially low 
compared with other years because 
relatively few states actually reported 
justifiable homicides. Using the FBI 
Uniform Crime Report in 2000, 
justifiable homicides were counted by 
the FBI for 30 states. In 2010, the 
number of states counted was 35. And 
which states reported the numbers also 
changed. 

Curiously, though, this went 
unnoticed: Over the same period, there 
has been an increase in justifiable 
killings by police. And there are no 
similar data problems here, no 
changing definitions or large changes 
in jurisdictions reporting. Between 2000 
and 2010, the FBI's Uniform Crime 
Reports show that justifiable police 
killings rose by 25%, rising to 387 from 
309. 

The breathless coverage of 
Stand Your Ground completely ignores 
the most important issue: Have these 
laws increased total deaths? And if 
more criminals are killed in justifiable 
self-defense — but the number of 
innocent lives lost falls by more than 
the deaths of criminals rise -- is that 
really a bad thing? 

The third edition of my book 
"More Guns, Less Crime" provides the 
only published, refereed academic 
study on these laws. I found that 
deterrence works. In states adopting 
Stand Your Ground and Castle 
Doctrine laws from 1977 to 2005, 
murder rates fell by 9% and overall 
violent crime by 11%. This would mean 
an annual drop in murders that is about 
10 times more than the entire flawed, 
measured increase in civilian justifiable 
homicides from 2000 to 2010. 

The push to undo these 
state laws never discusses why they 
were adopted in the first place. Forcing 
victims to take time to retreat can put 
their lives in jeopardy, and a prosecutor 
might draw the line differently on 
whether a victim had retreated 
sufficiently. 

Law-abiding citizens are 
hardly the trigger-happy individuals the 
media paint them to be. With national 
surveys showing about 2 million 
defensive gun uses a year, the number 
of justifiable homicides is amazingly 
small. 

With 41 states having either 

a 


Stand Your Ground- or Castle Doctrine- 
type laws -- and an additional six 
having common-law versions of these 
rules — the amazing fact is that literally 
only a few questionable cases over the 
past decade can be pointed to by the 
media, and even those cases are 
debatable. 

Lott is a former chief 
economist at the United States 
Sentencing Commission and the author 
of the third edition of "More Guns, Less 
Crime. 

- N. Y. Daily News, April 25, 2012 

Stand Your Ground & the 
Castle Doctrine Explained 

By Dave Kopel 

Home-defense rules, which 
originated in England 600 years ago, 
are known as the “Castle Doctrine," 
based on the principle that a man’s 
home is his castle, where he has an 
absolute right to safety. 

William Blackstone’s famous 
four-volume Commentaries on the Laws 
of England, published between 1766 
and 1770, set forth the mainstream 
common law: There is absolutely no 
duty to retreat in the home, and no duty 
to retreat in public, when the use of 
force was necessary to prevent a 
forcible felony, such as arson, robbery 
or murder. 

In 1895 the U.S. Supreme 
Court followed the trend of state courts 
and endorsed Stand Your Ground. In an 
opinion by Justice John Marshall Harlan, 
the Court ruled that a man who had 
defended himself “was not obliged to 
retreat, nor to consider whether he could 
safely retreat, but was entitled to stand 
his ground, and meet any attack upon 
him with a deadly weapon, in such a 
way and with such force as, under all 
the circumstances, he, at the moment, 
honestly believed, and had reasonable 
grounds to believe, were necessary to 
save his own life, or to protect himself 
from great bodily injury” ( Beard v. United 
States) 

The Court reaffirmed Stand 
Your Ground twice the next year, in 
Alberty v. U.S. and Allen v. U.S. 

The most famous Supreme 
Court opinion on the issue was written 
by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes in the 
1921 case Brown v. United States. On 
behalf of a unanimous Court Holmes 
explained that the crime victim who was 
attacked had no duty to consider retreat 
before defending himself. Instead, “he 
may stand his ground” because 
“Detached reflection cannot be 
demanded in the presence of an uplifted 
knife.” 


After Florida enacted its Stand 
Your Ground statute in 2004, homicides 
and other violent crimes declined while 
lawful exercise of the right of self- 
defense increased. That’s an intolerable 
result for the gun prohibitionists , who 
loathe armed self-defense. 

— “The Truth Behind Florida’s Stand 
Your Ground Law”, America’s First 
Freedom, June 2012 

Kent State remembered 

Today is an ugly anniversary in 
American history: 42 years ago, 
National Guardsman opened fire on 
anti-Vietnam protesters at Ohio’s Kent 
State University, killing four students. 
Ten days later, Mississippi police fired 
on civil rights protesters taking refuge in 
a women’s dormitory at Jackson State 
University and killed two more students. 

Four decades later, as police 
across the country deploy paramilitary 
tactics developed for fighting foreign 
terrorists on Occupy and some May Day 
protests, and as campus police ratchet 
up responses to tuition hike protests, we 
must ask, is this where things inevitably 
are headed -- toward deadly 
confrontations between overly armed 
police and angered protesters, or just as 
likely, innocent bystanders caught in a 
crossfire? 

Some of us lived through the 
Kent State shootings, anti-war protests 
and assassinations of that era. We are 
uneasy about a paramilitary police 
force's escalating tactics as Occupy 
protests continue into 2012 

What’s similar today, but 
happening faster in our Internet-driven 
era, is how both sides, police and a 
handful of provocateurs - who may not 
even be associated with protesters - are 
willing to use violence. That was the 
case Tuesday as bricks were thrown at 
police from a San Francisco roof and 
black-clad men vandalized downtown 
storefronts in Seattle, San Francisco 
and other cities. These exceptions to 
what have been overwhelmingly 
peaceful protests get the most media 
attention, despite condemnation by 
protest organizers. 

Police have shown no 
reluctance to put on riot gear, conduct 
mass arrests and use pepper spray, 
teargas and concussion grenades in 
recent months, just as they have shown 
no reluctance to spy on protesters and 
preemptively arrest people they suspect, 
often erroneously, of being leaders, as 
happened in New York this week. Even 
this video from Portland, where protest 
organizers say police have backed 
down, shows SWAT team aiming high- 


In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the 
timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 







powered rifles at unarmed protesters 
and videographers. 

The Kent and Jackson State 
anniversaries underscore many 
questions. When and where will a fatal 
police overreaction take place? Who will 
be the victim? What will be the reaction, 
including from politicians who helped to 
unduly militarize the police? 

History never exactly repeats 
itself. But its currents are never far from 
the present. As today’s protesters and 
police employ bolder tactics, the Kent 
State and Jackson State anniversaries 
should remind us that deadly mistakes 
can and do happen. It is the 
government’s responsibility to wield 
proportionate force, not to over-arm 
police and place them in a position 
where they could panic with deadly 
results. 

Steven Rosenfeld covers 
democracy issues for AlterNet and is the 
author of "Count My Vote: A Citizen's 
Guide to Voting" (AlterNet Books , 2008) 

— AlterNet 04 May 12 

Occupy Wall Street 

The Communist Movement Reborn 

By David Horowitz and John Perazzo 

...On September 17, 2011 a 
group calling itself Occupy Wall Street 
staged a demonstration with 5,000 
activists in New York City’s financial 
district in order to condemn the “greed” 
they identified as Wall Street’s hallmark, 
and to express opposition to the 
principle “profit over and above all else.” 

This statement encapsulates 
the credo of the OWS movement. 
Notable for its ignorance about 
economics and human nature, it is 
based on the socialist myth that 
“property is theft.” But property is in fact 
the very basis of individual freedom; it is 
socialism that is theft.... 

The OWS movement is simply 
the old communist shell game: the 
fantasy of a world without money, 
without classes and without 
government.... 

By October 15 likeminded 
radicals, anarchists and communists 
were holding rallies in hundreds of cities 
around the world as the international left 
already in place and looking for a 
pretext to galvanize it reappeared....A 
speaker at an OWS rally in Los Angeles 
praised the French Revolution for 
having “made fundamental 

transformation” even though “it was 
bloody.” Ultimately”, the speaker told a 
cheering crowd, “the bourgeoisie won’t 
go without violent means...Long live 
revolution! Long live socialism!” 

...The list of prominent leftists 
supporting OWS includes the Marxist 


cop-killer Mumia Abu Jabal, who says 
the OWS’ “central focus” is “capitalism, 
greed writ large”; former Obama “green 
jobs czar” Van Jones, who calls OWS a 
“beautiful manifestation of moral clarity”; 
and billionaire George Soros. Bill Ayers 

- unrepentant terrorist, Hamas 
enthusiast and former Obama confidant 

- lauded the protesters for their 
“brilliance: and condemned America’s 
“violent culture.” 

OWS has gained strong 
support from the SEIU (Service 
Employees International Union), 
AFSCME (Association of Federal, State, 
County and Municipal Employees) and 
the United Federation of Teachers. 
AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka 
says, “We support the protesters in their 
determination...to call for fundamental 
change.” 

...Occupy Wall Street is not a 
spontaneous uprising of the middle 
class, as its shadowy leaders have tried 
to portray it. It is but the latest 
incarnation of a much older 
movement...a movement by the far left 
which tried and failed during the Cold 
War to create a Soviet America, and 
which during the Sixties tried to bring 
the “empire” down. It is a destructive 
movement organized by a new 
generation of radicals who draw their 
inspiration from the Marxists and 
communists who came before them. 
And, like their predecessors, these 
radicals have declared war upon a 
system that has produced the freest and 
most prosperous society the world has 
ever seen, while promising a utopia that 
has never existed and never will. 

- Quotes taken from pages 2-3, 30-31, 
52-53, 55-56, 59 of Horowitz and 
Perazzo’s booklet Occupy Wall Street 

Judge strikes down Mass, 
law's limit on permanent 
resident aliens' owning guns 

Fletcher v. Haas (D. Mass. 
Mar. 30, 2012) holds that the ban 
violates the Second Amendment 
because "permanent resident aliens 
are among 'the people' for whom the 
Second Amendment the United States 
Constitution provides a right to bear 
arms." - The Volokh Conspiracy, 
http://volokh.com/2012/03/30 

Improvements to FOPA 
introduced to Congress 

By John Pierce 
The Firearm Owners' 
Protection Act, or FOPA, was passed in 
1986 in response to gun dealers being 
harassed by the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms. FOPA also 
addressed other issues including 


machine gun ownership, registration, 
background checks, and interstate 
transportation of firearms. 

In order to enjoy the "safe 
passage" protections of FOPA with 
regard to interstate transport of 
firearms, as codified at 18 U.S.C. S 
926A, a gun owner must meet the 
following requirements: 

* The firearm must be unloaded 

* The firearm must in a locked 
container 

* The container cannot be within easy 
reach of the vehicles passengers 

* The journey must start in a state 
where the person can legally possess 
and carry the firearm 

* The journey must end in a state 
where the person can legally possess 
and carry the firearm 

* It must be an uninterrupted journey 
(only gas and bathroom stops) 

For example, you would be 
protected if you were transporting an 
unloaded firearm in a locked case out 
of your reach through Maryland on a 
journey from Virginia to Pennsylvania 
but you would lose FOPA protection if 
you stopped in Maryland to visit family 
or if Maryland was the end point of your 
journey. 

Simple enough right? 
Except that New York and New Jersey 
have a history of ignoring FOPA and 
subjecting innocent gun owners to 
malicious prosecution. 

HR 4269 attempts to 
remedy this by making the following 
changes to 18 U.S.C. S 926A: 

* Defining the travel thus protected as 
specifically including "temporary 
lodging overnight, stopping for food, 
fuel, vehicle maintenance, an 
emergency, medical treatment, and any 
other activity incidental to the 
transport." 

* Prosecution places the burden on the 
state to prove "beyond a reasonable 
doubt, that the conduct of the person 
did not satisfy the conditions" protected 
by the statute instead of requiring the 
gun owner to prove the elements as an 
affirmative defense. 

* Makes it clear that both firearms and 
ammunition are thus protected. 

HR 4269 will create a cause 
of action against any person, state, or 
political subdivision of a state who 
deprives a gun owner of the safe 
passage rights granted by 18 U.S.C. S 
926A. Any plaintiff winning in such a 
suit may also be granted "reasonable 
attorney's fees". 

But none of this will happen 
if HR 4269 doesn't pass. You need to 
take action today. Contact your 
representative at (202) 225-3121 and 




urge them to support HR 4269! 
-http://monachuslex.com Apr. 10, 2012 

Book blurb: Islamophobia, 
Thought Crime of the 
Totalitarian Future 

By David Horowitz and Robert Spencer 

In 1989, the Ayatollah 
Khomeni, ruler of Islamic Iran, issued a 
fatwa calling all Muslims worldwide to 
murder the novelist Salman Rushdie for 
insulting the Prophet Muhammad and 
Islam. Rushdie’s crime? Blasphemy or 
“Islamophobia,” as it has come to be 
known. Since then we have seen 
worldwide violent Muslim protests over 
cartoons, blasphemy laws in Europe, 
prosecutions of notable opponents of 
Islamic terror like Oriana Fallaci and 
Geert Wilders, and the demonization of 
courageous opponents of Islamic 
imperialism and terror in the West. 

This vitally important essay by 
Horowitz and Spencer describes the 
origins of the word Islamophobia as a 
coinage of the Muslim Brotherhood, 
traces the campaign in the U.N. to 
criminalize the criticism of Islam, and 
exposes the role the anti-lslamophobia 
campaign plays in the Brotherhood’s 
agenda to “destroy American civilization 
from within.” The objective? To make it 
impossible to mention such issues as 
radical Islam’s violence against women 
and murder of homosexuals, and the 
constant incitement of many imams to 
terrorism. 

Islamophobia is an absolutely 
essential primer for understanding the 
latest strategy in the jihadists’ attack on 
free speech and their effort to silence 
critics of Islamist terror. As Orwell 
showed in 1984, totalitarianism begins 
with an assault on language. 

— Price per copy $3 (25 copies or more, 
$1 each), available from Freedom 
Center, 14148 Magnolia Blvd., Suite 
103, Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

Tribunal finds Bush, Cheney, 
Rumsfeld guilty of war crimes 

Former US President George 
W Bush, his Vice-President Dick 
Cheney and six other members of his 
administration have been found guilty of 
war crimes by a tribunal in Malaysia. 

Kuala Lumpur War Crimes 
Tribunal president judge Tan Sri Lamin 
Mohd Yunus delivering the verdict 
yesterday. He says reparations should 
be given to the complainant victims. 
Bush, Cheney, Defense Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld and five legal 
advisers, Counsel to Bush, Alberto 
Gonzales; General Counsel to the Vice 
President, David Addington, General 
Counsel to the Defense Secretary, 


William Haynes II; Assistant Attorney 
General Jay Bybee and Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General John Yoo, 
were tried in their absence and 
convicted. 

Victims of torture told a panel 
of five judges of their suffering at the 
hands of US soldiers and contractors in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Among the evidence, Briton 
Moazzam Begg, an ex-Guantanamo 
detainee, said he was beaten, put in a 
hood and left in solitary confinement. 
Iraqi woman Jameelah Abbas Hameedi 
said she was stripped and humiliated in 
the notorious Abu Ghraib prison. 

Transcripts of the five-day trial 
will be sent to the chief prosecutor at the 
International Criminal Court, the United 
Nations and the Security Council. 

A member of the prosecution 
team, Professor Francis Boyle of Illinois 
University’s College of Law, said he was 
hopeful that Bush and his colleagues 
could soon find themselves facing 
similar trials elsewhere in the world. 

Tribunal president judge Tan 
Sri Lamin Mohd Yunus said the eight 
accused were also individually and 
jointly liable for crimes of torture in 
accordance with Article 6 of the 
Nuremberg Charter. "The US is subject 
to customary international law and to the 
principles of the Nuremberg Charter and 
exceptional circumstances such as war, 
instability and public emergency cannot 
excuse torture.” 

— readersupportednews.org 14 May 12 

Ban chain saws and swords? 

In a bloody battle between two 
warring neighbours in Australia today, 
one man's arm was almost severed with 
a chain saw, while another had a finger 
chopped off with a Samurai sword. 

Surgeons were later trying to 
save the arm of the chain saw victim, 
Mark Jorgenson, 29, while his neighbour 
Troy Thornton, 26, was being treated 
after losing his finger to the sword. 

Police who rushed to the small 
town of Minto, south west of Sydney, 
found pools of blood in the street and Mr 
Jorgenson crying in pain from his 
almost-severed arm. 

Detectives are investigating 
claims that the two men argued over 
loud music and reckless driving. 

— www.dailymail.co.uk 2 May 2012 

Judge rules part of NDAA 
unconstitutional; indefinite 
detention of terrorist suspects 
still OK 

A judge on Wednesday struck 
down a portion of a law [section 1021] 
giving the government wide powers to 


regulate the detention, interrogation and 
prosecution of suspected terrorists, 
saying it left journalists, scholars and 
political activists facing the prospect of 
indefinite detention for exercising First 
Amendment rights. 

[Obama's signing statement 
related to section 1021 said the 
provision did not provide him with new 
executive powers. Rather, he noted that 
Congress had already granted the 
president the ability to indefinitely detain 
individuals without affording them the 
right to due process when it passed the 
Authorization to Use Military Force 
(AUMF) following the 9/11 attacks.] 

U.S. District Judge Katherine 
Forrest said that the law has a "chilling 
impact on First Amendment rights." She 
cited testimony by journalists that they 
feared their association with certain 
individuals overseas could result in their 
arrest because a provision of the law 
subjects to indefinite detention anyone 
who "substantially" or "directly" provides 
"support" to forces such as al-Qaida or 
the Taliban. She said the wording was 
too vague and encouraged Congress to 
change it. 

She said the law also gave the 
government authority to move against 
individuals who engage in political 
speech with views that "may be extreme 
and unpopular as measured against 
views of an average individual. 

"That, however, is precisely 
what the First Amendment protects," 
Forrest wrote. 

Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist 
Christopher Hedges was among seven 
individuals and one organization that 
challenged the law. The National 
Defense Authorization Act was signed 
into law in December, allowing for the 
indefinite detention of U.S. citizens 
suspected of terrorism. Wednesday's 
ruling does not affect another part of the 
law that enables the United States to 
indefinitely detain members of terrorist 
organizations, and the judge said the 
government has other legal authority it 
can use to detain those who support 
terrorists. 

After the ruling, attorney Carl 
Mayer called on Congress to change it 
"to make it the law of the land that U.S. 
citizens are entitled to trial by jury. They 
are not subject to military detention, 
policing and tribunals, all the things we 
fought a revolution to make sure would 
never happen in this land." 

- AP 17 May 12 

* * * 

Even after a federal court 
deemed the NDAA unconstitutional, the 
House of Representatives refused to 
exclude indefinite detention provisions 




from the 2013 defense spending bill 
during a vote on Friday. 

An attempt to strike down any 
provisions allowing for the US military to 
indefinitely detain American citizens 
without charge from next year’s National 
Defense Authorization Act failed by a 
vote of 182-238. 

Had the Smish-Amash 
amendment passed, military detention 
for terror suspects captured in the US 
would have been excluded in the annual 
defense spending bill. 

-- rt.com 23 May 2012 

Ed.: so the gov't still has the 
power to "indefinitely detain members of 
terrorist organizations". Like the militia?? 

Bilderberg power masters 
meet in the U.S. 

Every time a “Bilderberg 
Meeting" takes place, important things 
happen. The last time they met in the 
US was an election year, 2008 - and 
the world got Obama. This year they’re 
back in the US: will they decide who will 
be the next president of the United 
States? 

When in 2008 they gathered in 
Chantilly, Virginia Barack Obama and 
Hillary Clinton were neck-in-neck in the 
battle for the Democratic Party’s 
presidential candidacy. 

On June 5 of that year, Barack 
and Hillary mysteriously “disappeared” 
for some hours “somewhere in the DC 
area.” Their agendas blocked out, they 
clearly sneaked off to “Meet the 
Bilderbergers.” 

The media kept mum, save for 
an Associated Press report: "Asked at 
the time about the Illinois Senator's 
whereabouts, Obama spokesman 
Robert Gibbs smiled and declined to 
comment." 

Two days later, Hillary 
withdrew and Obama became the 
nominee. Did Bilderberg clear the way? 
Did they promise her that she would 
become his Secretary of State? 

Although most Bilderberg 
meetings are held in Europe this US 
election year they’re gathering at the 
Westfield Marriott Hotel in Virginia from 
May 30 to June 3. Either they’re very 
fond of that place... or of US elections... 
or both...! 


So the question is: will “key 
presidential candidacy decisions” be 
made again? Will a Republican wildcard 
appear? A “God-inspired Burning Bush” 
of some sort, perhaps? 

A favorite Bilderberg method 
consists of inviting wannabes to 
determine whether they will go along 
with their agenda. We thus saw George 
H. W. Bush attend their 1985 meeting, 
Bill Clinton in 1991, Tony Blair in 1993. 

So what exactly is Bilderberg? 
The “Bilderberg Meetings,” as they dub 
themselves in their (apparently) official 
website www.bilderbergmeetings.com, 
is a “by-invitation-only” club of around 
140 very high-power people from 
business, finance, oil, politics, media, 
industry, academia and nobility who 
come together in a very private no¬ 
media / no cameras / extremely-tight- 
security surroundings to discuss... 
Well... there’s the rub: what exactly do 
they discuss? 

They declare "Bilderberg's only 
activity is its annual Conference. At the 
meetings, no resolutions are proposed, 
no votes taken, and no policy 
statements issued.” 

Bilderberg is a key group within 
the highly effective Global Power 
Network, where they interact and 
overlap with other organizations, clubs, 
lobbies and groups, all having common 
economic, financial, social and 
(geo)political objectives in the Globalist 
Agenda. 

This includes the New York- 
based Council on Foreign Relations 
(long-term geopolitical planners), its 
London-based sister entity Royal 
Institute of International Affairs (aka 
“Chatham House”), RAND Corp., CSIS, 
the American Enterprise Institute 
(strategic affairs specialists), Tavistock 
Institute in London (mass psychology 
research), the Carnegie Endowment, 
and the Trilateral Commission, (founded 
1973 by Rockefeller / Morgan / 
Rothschild interests, geared to 
coordinating the Americas, Europe and 
the East). 

They interact with 

consultancies like Kissinger Associates, 
The Carlyle Group (specializing in oil 
strategies and having the Bush, Bin 
Laden and Baker families as key 


shareholders), and the World Economic 
Forum. 

It’s no surprise that last year’s 
attendee list looks like a Who’s Who of 
banking, industrial and media CEO top 
brass: Deutsche Bank, HSBC, CitiCorp, 
European Central Bank, US Federal 
Reserve Bank, Lazard Freres, 
JPMorgan Chase, Goldman Sachs, 
Barclays, World Bank, Bank of Canada, 
AXA, Royal Dutch Shell, BP, Fiat, 
Nestle, Novartis, Coca-Cola, Airbus, 
Eni, Telecom Italy, ExxonMobil, Alcoa, 
Marks & Spencer, Die Zeit, The 
Economist. 

As their website points out 
about Meeting participants, “about one- 
third is from government and politics, 
and two-thirds from finance, industry, 
labour, education and communications. 
Participants attend Bilderberg in a 
private and not an official capacity.” 

European nobility regularly 
attend too: the Dutch Gueen, the 
Spanish King and Gueen, Norway’s 
Crown Prince... 

Perhaps it’s high time “We the 
People” in every country started 
listening to those of us saying, “It’s the 
Bilderbergers and Trilateralists, Stupid!” 

Adrian Salbuchi is a political 
analyst, author, speaker and radio/TV 
commentator in Argentina, 

www. asalbuchi. com. ar 

— www.rt.com 23 May2012 

* * * 

“Politicians are like diapers; 
they need to be changed often and for 

the same reason.” -- Mark Twain 

* * * 

“The tree of liberty must be 
refreshed from time to time by the blood 
of patriots and Tyrants. It is their natural 

manure.” - Thomas Jefferson 

* * * 

“To be governed is to be at 
every operation, at every transaction, 
noted, registered, enrolled, taxed, 
stamped, measured, assessed, 
licensed, authorized, admonished, 
forbidden, reformed, corrected, ...then, 
at the slightest resistance,... to be 
repressed, fined, vilified, harassed, 
hunted down, abused, clubbed, 
disarmed, bound ....That is government; 
that is its justice, that is its morality.” - 
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865) 
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